phy as such, still one would not speak of a philosophy, still less of the philosophy of a practice, and no serious philosopher would concern himself with it, unless the discourse in question satisfied implicit criteria of relevance, consistency, and organization. With something like this in mind, it has been suggested that there can be a philosophy of a practice if and only if that practice has a rational basis that philosophy can elucidate -that is, if it is rule-governed. The suggestion strikes one as extravagant. Surely practices of any sort complex and rich enough to attract general theories are neither constituted nor governed by anything very like a set of rules, and a practice is less likely to have a rational basis found in it than to have one imputed to it. But behind this metaphorical talk of rules and bases lurks the reasonable notion that it makes little sense to work at the "philosophy of' a practice unless one can identify that practice, and make some sense of the questions that those who engage in it are up to and why they are up to it. And that is to say precisely that a rational basis may be imputed to the practice without absurdity or arbitrariness.
One reason for not doing the philosophy of dance would be that dance is not a practice or an orderly set of practices in anything like the sense we have just considered. One might contend, for instance, that most of the things people do involve moving their bodies, and any body movement that is not strictly utilitarian is likely to be called "dance" by someone or other. If that is the case, it would of course be open to anyone to theorize for this or that purpose about this or that part of the field, but there is nothing to suggest that such theorizing could gain any coherence from, or impart any coherence to, a subject matter reasonably picked out by the word "dance".
That reason for not essaying a philosophy of dance is insufficient, for a reason that has been familiar since Aristotle. To give a reason for not philosophizing is already to philosophize, so that the only way to avoid philosophy in general, or the philosophy of any supposed practice in particular, is never to have considered the possibility. So, in the present case, to ask whether dance amounts to a practice in any relevant sense is already to have embarked on philosophy, and what would that philosophy be if not a philosophy of dance? And in attempting to give a satisfactory answer to the question whether dance is a practice one will not be able to avoid raising further questions about dance of an unmistakably philosophi-
